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Receipt of the Office Action of October 7, 2004 is grateful* acknowledged. 

The objection to claims 21. 23 and 24 is noted. These claims have been 
amended to recfte mat they are directed to a -compound arrangement" and not 
method". Wfth this amendment the noted ejection should be wKhdrawn. 

The rejections under the judicial* created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting are noted. It is also noted, however, that a terminal disclaimer was filed ,n 

.tlytheexaminer.inaddHion.^inald^imersweref.edintheladertwoo^ 
three noted patents so that me patent to be issued from thteapplicaUon cannot extend 
beyond the term of any of the three noted patents. 

The rejection o, claims 1-4 and 9-50 under 35 U.S.C. 1 102(b) over Hussain e« 
a, andfherejeCionofdaims^and13.54areunpaten.ableoverLynnworthinv,ew 

of Kluczynski under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are respectfully traversed. 

indiscussingHussainetaUheexaminerstetesthafHussainteachesaCoriolis 

.assfiowmeter." Applicant agrees. The examiner then states that £ 

[are] by brazing ...under compression (col 3 line 1 - 16)." Apphcant degrees. 
N0 Lere in co,. 3, iines 1 - 16 of Hussain e , a. is the. a mention of a compress™e 

does no. mean thatme connection produces compression. For <~^*~ 
, would be necessary for there to beaspe* mention thereof in Hussa.net al, and 
there is not such a specific mention. 

HussainetaldoesmenSonmafthepipelinelmaybearrangedundertension..- 
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(col 3 line 21 of Hussain et al). But tension is not compression and the means for 
producing the tension, which is not disclosed, need not. and in fact would not be 
expected to, produce compression. According to the present invention, the second 
compeer* exerts compressive stress on said external surface of the first 
component In Hussain et al. the two components are joined but it cannot be 
concluded that the joining exerts compressive stress. Without this teaching .n 
Hussain et al, Hussain et al cannot, it is respectfully submitted, anticipate claim 1, or 
claims 2 - 4 which depend therefrom. Each and every positively recited limitation must 
be found in a single reference for anticipation to apply. See, In re Bond, 910 F2d 831 , 
15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

The same conclusion is reached relative to the other claims rejected as 
anticipated by Hussain etal, since they too recite the compressive stress feature. See 
independent claims 9 -12 and 42. Then with respect to method claims 13, 19 and 
36 the compressive stress is recited as produced by providing a relahonship of 
diameters so that when joined, the second component exerts the compressive force on 

the first component. 

The application of a compressive stress is a positive and conscience procedure 
and not one that would inherently result from a welding or hard soldering applicaton 

In the examiner's Response to Arguments found on page 5 of the Office Action, 

the examiner states that Hussain et al " shows a finished product, wh.ch ,s 

essentially the same as the instant invention." Applicant cannot agree. A joint where 
a compressive force is created between components is not he same as one where 
there is no indication that a compressive force exists. Afijo/ntsare not equa/.ltis not 
enough to count parts. We must consider the nature of the parts. The examiner also 
states thaf....identical products can be formed using different fabrication methods and 
still have the same properties." Perhaps, but the point here is that 35 USC 102 
requiresthatthesimilar properties-be specifically identified inthe single reference; and 
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that is lacking here. 

The conclusion reached with respect to Hussain et al. can also be applied to the 
combination ofLynnworth and Kluczynski, that is, while the compressive force feature 
need not bedisclosed in the individual references, it must be at least suggested by the 
common. See. ,n re Mflte. 916 F2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
Applicant has not found the suggestion in the combination. 

in view of the foregoing, entry of the above amendment to claims21,23 and 24, 
withdrawal of the double patenting rejections and allowance of claims 1 - 54 Seated. 


Respectfully submitted 


Date: January 7, 2005 
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